IDEALISTIC   THOUGHT  OF   INDIA
Nagarjuna next refutes the elements themselves.1 They are
earth, water, fire, air, space, and vijndna or consciousness. What
is the special nature of space, for instance? If we know dkasa or
space before we know its definition (special character) which gives
its special nature or differentia, then we can say that there is an
object from which we have derived our definition or on which we
have based our definition. But if we had known the object before
the definition (special character), it means that we can know the
object without knowing its special character. To give a similar
argument, I could not have known the particular table without
the help of the universal table. But I could not have got the idea
of the universal, if I had not seen the physical object first. Thus
Nagarjuna would accept neither the Platonic theory of the
universal nor the theory of the empiricists that the universal is
derived from the particular. The conclusion he would draw is
that neither the particular nor the universal is real.
Now, he says, the object is neither prior to the definition
(lakshana, special character) nor posterior to it. If it is prior to
the definition it would be characterless, for then we must have
been able to recognize the object without the help of its character
given in the definition. If it is posterior to the definition (special
character), then the definition must have been objectless, and
can have no more than conventional validity like the definition of
a duke. So there is no definition, no defined, nothing positive,
nothing negative. Hence, concludes Nagarjuna, those who see
that things exist or that they do not exist, do not see the truth.2
Similarly, attachment, hatred, etc., are not true.s The argu-
ment here is: Is the attachment prior to the mind, which feels the
attachment, or is it posterior? If it is posterior, then mind by
itself would be devoid of klesas (affections) like attachment. If it
is prior, the question is asked how there can be attachment if
there is none to feel the attachment. So in either case, the idea of
attachment and of all the other klesas is self-contradictory, and
they are unreal.
The idea of samskrtadharmas or compound things does not
stand examination.4 Every samskrtadharma is said to have three
marks, utpatti, sthiti, and bhanga or birth, stay, and decay. It is
asked: Is birth itself a samskrtadharma or not? If it is not, then
like space, which is not a samskrtadharma, it cannot be a mark of
1 Madhyamikakarikds, chap. V.            * Ibid., p. 135.
3 Ibid., chap. VI.                            4 Ibid., chap. VII.
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